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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following correspondence is a non-final Office Action for application no. 
10/562,966 for a PIVOTING HEAD SYSTEM IN PARTICULAR FOR FILM AND VIDEO 
CAMERAS, filed on 12/29/2005. Claims 33-62 are pending. Claims 55 and 59-62 are 
withdrawn. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. Applicant's election of Figs. 1 and 3 in the reply filed on 1 1/10/2008 is 
acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out the 
supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an 
election without traverse (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 

Priority 

3. Applicant is advised of possible benefits under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(a)-(d), wherein an 
application for patent filed in the United States may be entitled to the benefit of the filing 
date of a prior application filed in a foreign country. 

4. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 34, 43, 53, 51 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
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7. Claim 34 recites the limitation "said flat holding elementmovie" in the fourth line. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claims 43, 53 and 54 recite the limitation regarding "a central CPU." Applicant 
needs to fully define the term "CPU." Appropriate clarification is requested. 

9. Claim 51 recites the limitation, "such that it can rotate in said horizontal plane." 
Applicant needs to fully define the term "it." Does the term refer to the caster wheel, 
caster axle or bearing ring element? Appropriate clarification is requested. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 0. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 1 . Claims 33-35, 44-45 and 49-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by Beidler et al. (U.S. Pat. 1,550,944). 

Regarding claim 33, Beidler teaches a pan headcamera head system (Figs. 1, 7) 
comprising a camera (75 a ) being mounted at a substantially flat holding element (74) on 
which there are mounted at an angular spacing about an imaginary vertical axis at least 
three casters (24) rotating respectively about horizontal caster axles, at least one of said 
caster axles being adapted to be rotated and fixed in a horizontal plane in any desired 
rotary position, at least one running direction adjusting device (21). 
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Regarding claim 34, as best understood. Beidler teaches the system of claim 33, 
wherein said camera is mounted on a panning apparatus (50) said panning apparatus 
being mounted in or on said flat holding element. 

Regarding claim 35, Beidler teaches the system of claim 33, wherein said 
camera is mounted on a panning apparatus (50). 

Although claim 44 recites purely functional limitations, it is nonetheless rejected 
because Beidler teaches the system of claim 33, wherein all of said caster axles are 
adapted to be rotated and to be fixed in said horizontal plane in any desired rotary 
position. 

Although claim 45 recites purely functional limitations, it is nonetheless rejected 
because Beidler teaches the system of claim 33, wherein said casters can be locked in 
a rotating direction thereof (via wing nut 20). 

Regarding claim 49, Beidler teaches the system of claim 33, wherein three of 
said casters are provided and arranged at an angular spacing of 120° about said 
vertical axis (Fig. 4). 

Regarding claim 50, Beidler teaches the system of claim 33, comprising at least 
one bearing element in which one of said caster axles is fitted, said at least one bearing 
element (ring surrounding caster wheel in Fig. 1) being detachably connected to said 
holding element. 

Regarding claim 51 , as best understood, Beidler teaches the system of claim 33, 
wherein at least one of said caster axles is supported in a bearing ring element (ring 
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surrounding caster wheel in Fig. 1) provided on an outside of said holding element, such 
that it can rotate in said horizontal plane. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

14. Claims 36-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beidler et al. (U.S. Pat. 1 ,550,944). 

Regarding claims 36-41 , Beidler teaches the system of claim 33, but does not 
teach that the running direction adjusting device comprises markings, a scale, a digital 
display, an incremental encoder or a direction finding element that indicates said rotary 
position of said running direction of said at least one caster axle with reference to said 
holding element at a reference mark, where the scale has a special marking to indicate 
a desired position. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time the invention was made to construct the device of Beidler where the 
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running direction adjusting device comprises markings, a scale with markings, digital 
display, incremental encoder or direction finding element that indicates said rotary 
position of said running direction of said at least one caster axle with reference to said 
holding element at a reference mark, where the scale has a special marking to indicate 
a desired position because the use of a scale with a special mark, digital display, 
incremental encoder or direction finding element would yield the predictable results of 
measuring or monitoring the position or location of the caster wheels. 
15. Claims 42, 43, 52-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Beidler et al. (U.S. Pat. 1 ,550,944) in view of Cox (U.S. Pat. 6,484,829). 

Regarding claims 42, 43 and 52-54, as best understood, Beidler teaches the 
system of claims 33 and 34, but does not teach that the running direction adjusting 
device comprises at least one motor that is controlled by a CPU, a rotary movement of 
at least one of said casters about a caster axle thereof can be driven by means of a 
motor, a speed of said rotary movement is controlled by a central CPU, and the 
horizontal panning movements and/or said vertical tilting movements of said camera in 
said panning apparatus are performed by means of motors that can be controlled by a 
central CPU. Cox, however, teaches that a motor (520) can control a caster actuator 
(521), a caster (52) and other members, wherein the motor is controlled by a central 
processing system (801 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, 
at the time the invention was made, to construct the system of Beidler where a motor 
controls the running direction adjusting device, a rotary movement of at least one of said 
casters about a caster axle thereof, a speed of said rotary movement, and the horizontal 
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panning movements and/or said vertical tilting movements of said camera in said 
panning apparatus, where the motor is controlled by a central CPU in order to provide 
an automatic means for controlling the system. 

16. Claims 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beidler et al. (U.S. Pat. 1 ,550,944) in view of Lewin (U.S. Pat. 3,566,433). 

Regarding claims 46, 47 and 48, Beidler teaches the system of claims 33 and 37, 
but does not teach that an adjusting device is provided for adjusting a friction between 
at least one of said casters and a caster axle thereof and a damping device is provided 
for damping a friction between at least one of said casters and said caster axle thereof. 
Lewin, however, teaches a caster arrangement where an adjusting device (45) is 
provided for adjusting a friction between at least one of said casters and a caster axle 
thereof and a damping device (44) is provided for damping a friction between at least 
one of said casters and said caster axle thereof in order to reduce the damaging effect 
of sudden shocks. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to construct the system of Beidler where an adjusting 
device is provided for adjusting a friction between at least one of said casters and a 
caster axle thereof and a damping device is provided for damping a friction between at 
least one of said casters and said caster axle thereof in order to prevent an abrupt 
change in the caster angle. 

Further, Beidler and Lewin disclose the claimed invention except for a damping 
level of the damping device being adjustable. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to create a damping level of 
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the damping device as adjustable since the provision of adjustability, where needed, 
involves only routine skill in the art. 

17. Claims 56-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beidler et al. (U.S. Pat. 1 ,550,944) in view of Epperson (U.S. Pat. 3,924,828). 

Regarding claim 56, Beidler teaches the system of claim 33, but does not teach 
that the panning apparatus comprises an L-shaped holder on a fastening column. 
Epperson, however, teaches a panning apparatus comprising an L-shaped holder (30) 
on a fastening column (26) for mounting the camera. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to substitute the panning 
apparatus of Beidler for the panning apparatus of Epperson since both devices perform 
the same function of moving the camera. 

Regarding claims 57 and 58, Beidler and Epperson teach the device of claim 56, 
where Epperson teaches that said fastening column is mounted on a bearing ring (22) 
that is supported in a holding element (14) and said fastening column can be removed 
together with said L-shaped holder. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NKEISHA J. DUMAS whose telephone number is 
(571)272-5781 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30 a.m. - 
4:00 p.m. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, J. Allen Shriver can be reached on (571) 272-6698. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/NkeishaJ. Dumas/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3632 

February 17, 2009 

/J.ALLEN SHRIVER II/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3632 



